level. Florida has suggested interesting correlations between cultural factors of a territory and the creative economy. Cities and regions are identified as suitable attractors of creative talents to boost innovation and competitiveness. Although his conclusions are not always entirely shared (Kotkin 2005 , Rushton 2006 or, according to others, not empirically tested (Malanga 2004 , McCann 2007 , Sands & Reese 2008 , he has inspired several regional and local policy-makers across the world convinced of the need to support cultural and creative companies for a successful shift towards a de-industrialised economy.
Nevertheless, creativity remains an elusive subject for policy-makers. One of the major obstacles in adopting CCI policies is the difficulty in apprehending the value of support actions for cultural and creative enterprises. Cultural statistics are rarely available. Public resources are often insufficient to carry out appropriate monitoring and assessment exercises. Policy-makers and officials dealing with culture often lack a 'culture of evaluation'.
The demand for the accountability of public money has been rising across the world. Measuring and evaluative tools have played an increasingly important role in meeting such demand, also in the fields of arts and culture. Since the 1970s, research on cultural indicators has been an active part of cultural policy research (Gouiedo 1993) . Much work has been done on improving cultural policy-related statistics -the cultural statistics programmes of UNESCO (Lievesley 2002) , Eurostat (European Commission 2000) , IFACCA (2002 IFACCA ( , 2004b , Allin (2000) , Glade (2003) , and Manninen (2002) -as well as 'cultural indicators', especially at the international level (World Bank 2004 1 , United Nations 2 , among others). Quantitative and qualitative indicators are expected to help understand, evaluate and communicate the importance and effectiveness of culture-related policies and programmes.
As a consequence, even though the use of indicators is not widespread in cultural policy, thinking on cultural indicators is now well developed. Nevertheless, indicators measuring the results of policies intended to support the economic growth of cultural and creative industries are still at an initial stage. Apart from some experiences linked to the assessment of big local cultural events targeting also CCIs (e.g. Liverpool 2008, the European Capital of Culture), indicators are little used by policy-makers dealing with CCIs from an economic perspective. CCI policies are too recent for their impacts to be fully assessed yet, as noted by Foord (2008) and confirmed by the experts consulted 3 . Furthermore, the international frameworks of indicators are difficult to adapt for specific policy purposes, "as the proposed indicators are not fully developed to an operational level" (IFAC-CA 2004a) .
The present work is relevant to the academic community as well as to policy-makers. It is a first attempt to create a harmonised set of indicators (the 'benchmarking raster') to be applied at the operational level to assess local policies targeting economic development of CCIs. It contributes to the existing literature by presenting the results of an empirical research that has established and tested a benchmarking raster in the framework of the INTERREGfunded CREA.RE network 4 . It takes into account the variety of existing support measures (from governance to single support actions such as training, classified in four categories) and develops indicators accordingly. Our research also answers the European Commission's (EC) call to develop "evidence-based policies" (EC 2010) . The EC has also indicated CCIs as one of key sectors to invest in to develop Smart Specialisation Strategies, or development strategies based on key sectors for present and future development (Smart Specialisation Platform 2011). The benchmarking raster can help assess the policies to adopt within a smart strategy focusing on cultural and creative enterprises. This paper is structured as follows: it first presents in detail the methodology we used in 3 Consultations were held in March-April 2011. 4 CREA.RE gathers 12 partners (small and mediumsized cities and regions) from ten Member States in Europe. Its aim is to raise the awareness of the importance of CCIs and therefore encourage local authorities to further invest EU regional funds, namely the Structural Funds, in this sector. our research; secondly, it presents the identified categories of policy support measures; thirdly, it introduces and explains the benchmarking raster (as validated by the CREA.RE members); fourthly, it underlines the 'pros' and 'cons' of the raster; finally it summarises the main findings of this exercise and suggests the scope for further research.
Methodology
The benchmarking raster was conceived as a user-friendly tool aimed at gathering data to assess the 'value for money' of support actions for CCIs, facilitating the design of evidence-based policies at the local level, thereby contributing to the CREA.RE objectives of stimulating local investment of EU funds in CCIs. These indicators are expected to provide useful information to help the European Commission and regions in Europe to decide on the allocation of EU Structural Funds to this sector.
Our methodology was based on a multimethod approach intended to enrich and crossvalidate our findings. We used a multiple-choice questionnaire and interviews to gather both qualitative and quantitative data on the existing support measures and current uses of indicators at city and regional levels.
We first identified the existing support measures (for CCIs, but also for other sectors and which could be applied to CCIs) based on desk research, and classified them under four categories of support. Secondly, we selected a number of good practices (15) as practical examples of support measures, which also allowed us to look at the use of indicators in local contexts (which we observed quite rarely).
The good practices were selected according to the following criteria:
Provide promising and/or interesting ele--ments in terms of coherence with local policy plans; management structure and stakeholders involved; and overall impacts; Respect geographical balance across Europe; -Represent territories at different stages of de--velopment in CCI policies;
Mainly focus on small and medium-sized ar--eas (based on the EUROSTAT definition 5 ). At the same time, we compiled a list of indicators based on a literature review and in relation to the previously identified categories of support measures.
Culture experts were also consulted through questionnaires and interviews on the identified categories of support and indicators. They were mainly identified through the selection of the good practices.
In the end, five evaluation criteria, often used in policy evaluations (OECD 2010, EC 6 ) guided us in the final selection of indicators: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and sustainability.
The benchmarking raster was validated by CREA.RE members after a six-month testing phase (May-November 2011). The KEA team improved and finalised the indicators on the basis of their comments. KEA added guidelines on how to implement the benchmarking raster, including examples on the kind of data to be collected and data sources to be consulted 7 . KEA thus answered the main concern of CREA.RE members to have a benchmarking raster which could realistically be applied in small administrations confronted for the first time with an evaluation of CCI policies.
Typology of policy support measures
The CCI policy support measures refer to any action launched at the local level which mobilises different types of resources and is financed by the public sector to achieve public policy objectives in the area of CCIs and economic development. These encompass measures benefiting not only creative entrepreneurs but also 'indirect ben-5 Medium-sized cities -those that have a population of between 50,000 and 250,000 (EUROSTAT, http:// epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_SDDS/en/ urb_esms.htm) eficiaries', such as financial organisations (e.g. banks, loan funds, investment funds), clusters/ networks, knowledge transfer structures in universities and public research organisations, or business incubators.
At present, various types of support measures exist for CCI development, either driven by local policy strategies/programmes 8 or launched by private stakeholders and later supported by public authorities. These may be either CCIspecific or integrated in other policies intended to foster economic development, for instance of SMEs. Tailored support measures are preferable (Utrecht School of the Arts 2010) as they are supposed to take into account the specificities of CCIs, namely the difficulty of valuing intangible capital, the small size and difficult scalability, the uncertainty of demand, and linguistic fragmentation for content industries (KEA 2010).
Interesting exercises have been conducted to categorise policy support measures, especially in the field of innovation (Cunningham et al. 2008) . Nevertheless, an 'official' categorisation of policy support measures for CCIs does not exist.
The first round of consultations carried out through a specific questionnaire disseminated among the CREA.RE members illustrated the growing importance of support policy measures to unleash CCI potential at the local level, with the following results: 9 The development of support policies and -strategies for CCIs is essential for most CREA. RE cities and regions. . More specifically, a recent EC study indicates that "successful culture-based projects frequently combine investment in infrastructure with the development of a range of support initiatives both for cultural activities and for business aspects" (CSES 2010) These include services such as business advice and planning, the development of training and education provision, and support to ease access to finance. 4. Measures related to governance refer to the political, institutional and administrative framework built to set and implement CCI policies as well as support measures. Support for CCIs can indeed be integrated and mainstreamed across a wide range of distinct policy areas seen as essential to back the sector, including economic affairs, education, competition, innovation, regional development, and social and urban planning. This implies appropriate coordination among different stakeholders that can be created, for instance, through appropriate task forces, working groups, or CCI-dedicated and multidisciplinary public agencies.
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Incubators are flourishing in the CCI sector, especially (but not exclusively) in those areas that want to invest in the creative economy but lack a creative 'entrepreneurial infrastructure'. Only in Estonia, for instance, three creative incubators were funded in January 2010 as part of the Creative Industries Support Structures Development Programme (Estonian Ministry of Culture, 2010 ). An incubator not only directly supports cultural and creative businesses through a combination of support measures but, by gathering together creative entrepreneurs, it also contributes to creating an environment conducive to creativity. 
The benchmarking raster

Indicators
The benchmarking raster that follows is the one validated by the CREA.RE members during the testing phase. It takes into account the variety of the existing support measures and develops indicators according to their identified categories. The indicators are designed to measure the performance of CCI support measures at three levels: governance, single support actions, and combined support actions (notably incubation). In the raster we also distinguish key performance indicators that help assess the overall contribution of policies to the development of cultural and creative business.
In the raster we use both quantitative and qualitative indicators that operate as a set of interconnected and complementary variables, each of them providing data to evaluate the measure. Some of them are common to all the support measures (excluding governance), others are specific to one or several of them, as certain support measures require particular types of assessments depending on their nature. Specific indicators are selected for governance, as this provides an overall support to CCI policies and support measures. Fig. 2 summarises our benchmark raster of 23 indicators that are classified as follows:
A) Key overall performance indicators
We propose three 'key performance' indicators to assess the overall contribution of support measures to the development of the economic potential of CCIs.
B) Indicators for support measures (excluding governance)
This series of indicators refers to management issues, the resources put into an initiative as well as the effects of the measure in terms of deliverables produced and direct beneficiaries (intermediate results). It helps to evaluate the overall performance of the measure. We propose in particular: Fig. 2 . The benchmarking raster. six common indicators; -five specific indicators related to support meas--ures to foster infrastructure and networking; four specific indicators related to support -measures for skills, competences and entrepreneurship; and one specific indicator related to the transver--sal support category for incubation schemes.
C) Indicators for governance
Four specific indicators have been specifically designed to assess governance in setting up and implementing policies for CCIs.
The indicators listed in the benchmarking raster have been defined taking into account the five evaluation criteria mentioned earlier, commonly used by decision-makers to evaluate the performance of support measures and programmes: effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, impact, and sustainability. They should inform policy authorities on the whole evaluation exercise. An example on how to connect evaluation criteria to indicators is provided below.
Regular evaluations contribute to the assessment of the measures in relation to the five evaluation criteria.
Pros and cons
The proposed benchmarking raster is the very first attempt to provide a tool, 'standardised' but open to adaptations, to perform an appropriate evaluation of CCI policies at the local level. The indicators can also support monitoring, influence behaviour and attitudes (for instance by building public confidence or attracting talented people and investments by showing the success of policies for CCIs), and stimulate learning and change in public administration (by showing which policies are more relevant and effective).
The use of indicators has nevertheless to face lack of evaluation culture, missing data or even of data collection methods, little experience/expertise within public administration in performing monitoring tasks, or resource constraints in assessing public policies. The testing exercise confirmed the supposed advantages but also limits of (a practical application of) the benchmarking raster. The CREA.RE members found it useful especially as a first step to understanding how to plan monitoring and evaluation, and identify indicators possible to use. However, the recent set-up of local support measures, resource constraints (in terms of time and staff), lack of data as well as the governance model (notably lack of involvement of stakeholders and a specific distribution of competences related to CCIs in public administration) made it difficult, if not impossible, to determine the indicators using relevant information. Also, the testing phase had some limits in itself:
limited time: the six-month testing phase was -often considered too short to collect relevant data, also because data collection methods in most cases were not there; a restricted sample: the benchmarking was -tested by only seven administrations, not all of them being in charge of CCIs but just of culture-related measures; incomplete information: very little informa--tion was provided by the CREA.RE partners, therefore, it was often difficult to understand what problem was encountered in the collection of data (missing data? non-applicability of the indicator?); and the first approach to economic evaluation: for -many members, this was the first approach to evaluation and it proved difficult for them to understand the economic vocabulary used by the proposed indicators. The testing exercise also confirmed that the benchmarking raster alone was not sufficient to assess public policies. The causal relationship is more complex than producing data and indicators, especially in that feedback mechanisms should be established to pass from data production to policy analysis (Bonet 2004) . The indicators help to evaluate policies only if used in a context of a wider evaluation strategy.
Conclusions
While international matrixes of indicators are rarely usable at an operational level (IFACCA 2004b) and 'local' indicators "remain decentralised and highly project-specific" (Listening ... 2001), this paper contributes to the existing literature by providing a standardised benchmarking raster, empirically tested by the CREA.RE partners, for local policy-makers to measure policies for CCIs.
The main challenge was to find a reasonable trade-off for a reasonable number of indicators which could provide a sufficient amount of information to enable decision-making. The list is limited in number in order to avoid decision-makers being swamped with an excess of information. In several European regions, evaluations have shown that a few dozen indicators are enough to meet the information needs of the authorities running support measures (European Commission -Regional Policy
12
). Nevertheless, the aim was also to provide a flexible instrument open to adaptations that reflect local specificities. We recommend policymakers to assess evaluation readiness, set up an evaluation strategy, methods and tools and, within that, 'shape' the benchmarking raster in relation to the specific local context and objectives 13 of the support measures. This means, for instance, defining targets against which the indicators will be measured, and introducing the process of regular data collection enabling the identification of changes and trends as well an assessment of the efficiency and durability of the measures adopted. The causal effect of a policy measure should also be assessed. Indicators mainly give information on the evolution but rarely give account of external factors linked to a positive environment. Indeed, the quality of support measures provided by public authorities cannot be seen as a clear pre-condition for the establishment of successful creative ecology. 12 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/ docgener/evaluation/ evalsed/guide/ methods_tech-niques/ indicators/ selection_en.htm 13 For instance, in those cities or regions where the CCI sector is young, measures will aim at increasing the number of creative businesses and it would therefore be appropriate to assess their impact by taking into account the number of new companies created. However, in more saturated markets, an increase in turnover or profitability would be a more fitting indicator (as well as a more appropriate objective) of support measures. The definition of the indicators is therefore closely linked with a policy goal, objective and/or target. The results should be measured against them.
The latter also depends on other external factors such as local education facilities (that train creative professionals and artists), cultural amenities (to make the city attractive to creative people or to stimulate cultural participation), quality of life, access to technological infrastructure, and other socio-economic conditions. The evaluation methodology should consider whether the policy has actually encouraged new behaviour (additionality), separate the 'net' from the 'gross' effects (displacement and substitution), calculate multiplier effects, and take into account the counterfactual (what would have occurred in the absence of the policy). Last but not least, the implementation of the raster should be accompanied by an evaluation culture also reflected in an adequate resource allocation to collect and assess data.
The raster should be used as a tool to assess which policies support the creative potential of cities and regions, and to select the best measures to develop a creative economy. The ultimate purpose would be to develop smart specialisation strategies focussing on CCIs. Those are identified as a priority sector by the Smart Specialisation Strategy Platform set up last year by the European Commission to help regions implement their smart strategies for development and growth.
Nevertheless, the proposed set of indicators is the very first step towards the definition of an appropriate evaluation of CCI policies at the local level. Future research should explore how indicators covering social and environmental aspects of local CCI policies could be integrated in the benchmarking raster. Its potential contribution to smart specialisation strategies based on CCIs should also be tested at some point. At a more operational level, it should be investigated how the benchmarking raster could be used in the framework of comprehensive evaluation strategies and methods, and how it could be introduced in local administrations facing resource constraints and having little experience with the evaluation of public policies for cultural and creative enterprises.
